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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

Claims 1-25 are objected to because of the following informalities: claim 1, line 
1, the digital radio system" is redundant and therefore should be deleted. Claim 10, 
line 4, "an" should be "said/the" so as to make use of antecedent in line 1 ; line 6, "a 
decoding" should be "the/said decoding" so as to make use of antecedent in line 1. 
Claim 12, line 2, "installing step" should be replaced by "step of installing the decoding 
algorithm" so as to be consistent with antecedent in claim 10, line 6. Claim 16, line 3, "a 
transmitter unit" should be "the/said transmitting unit" so as to be consistent with 
recitation in lines1-2; line 4, shouldn't "train" be "circuit? Claim 18, line 1, "." Should be 
deleted. Claim 25, "the encoding" should be " encoding"; line 7, "shouldn't "of be 
inserted after "the encoding"; last line, "the signals" should be "signals". Claim 25, 
recites "the encoder, however, there is no connection between such limitation and 
subsequent limitations recited in the claims. Note that any claim whose base claim is 
objected is likewise objected. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-15. 18, 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112. second paragraph, as 

being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 

which applicant regards as the invention. 
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Claim 1 , line 3, recites "the signal stream". However, there is no antecedent basis 
for such limitation as claimed. 

The limitation "receiver unit user" recited in claim 3, line, lacks of proper 
antecedent basis. 

Claim 6, the limitations " the updated decoding algorithm" and "the transmission 
format" lack of proper antecedent basis. 

Claim 10 the limitation " the encoding and decoding algorithms" lacks of proper 
antecedent basis. The same comment applies to the limitation "the programmable 
processor". 

Claim 12^ line 2, the limitation "the receiver unit user" lacks of proper antecedent 

basis. 

Claims 13-15 and 21-24, " the transmission format" lacks of proper antecedent 
basis, respectively. 

Claim 18 "the user " lacks of proper antecedent basis. 

Note that any claim whose base claim is rejected is likewise objected. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined In section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
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only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Chow et al US Patent No. 6.243,572. 

Chow et al discloses a digital radio system (fig. 2) comprising a transmitter unit 
(see transmit path in fig. 2) including a transmitter programmable processor 232(Note 
that DSP's are programmable devices) wherein the signal stream transmitted by the 
transmitter unit (transmit section) is encoded with encoding algorithm (234) installed in 
the DSP (transmitter programmable processor) and at least one receiver unit (see the 
received path of fig. 2) including apparatus for receiving the signal stream transmitted 
by the transmit section of fig. 2 (transmitter unit) and converting the signal stream into 
a digital format signal stream using element 254; a DSP 236 (receiver programmable 
processor) for decoding the digital format signal using a decoding algorithm 238 
installed in the DSP(receiver programmable processor), wherein the decoding algorithm 
is provided inherently by the manufacturer of the receiver and transmitter. Note that in 
order to built the system the manufacturer has to select the parts according to system 
design. Hence the parts, including the decoding scheme, have to be provided/selected 
by the manufacturer of the system. 

As per claim 10, Chow teaches the steps of installing an encoding scheme 234 in 
the programmable processor of the transmitter 232 and providing and installing a 
decoding algorithm 238 in the programmable processor 236. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 4, 5, 12, 16, 17, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Chow et al in view of Davis et al. 

As per claim 4, as applied to claim 1 above, Chow et al discloses every feature of 
the claimed invention but does not explicitly teach that the decoding algorithm is 
transmitted to the receiver at predetermined time. 

In the same field of endeavor, Davis et al teaches, at a receiver a controller 
processed a received signal from a transmitter for retrieving new decoding and 
operating parameter see abstract. 

Given that fact, it would have been obvious to one skill in the art to incorporate 
such a teaching in Chow et al so as to take advantage of the ever increasing 
technological advances with respect to coding see col. 3, lines 12-14. 

As per claim 2, Davis further teaches the reception of the of the decoding 
algorithm as part of the signal stream and separating the decoding algorithm from the 
remainder of the signal stream and the receiver processor is to install the decoding 
algorithm for decoding the remaining signal see abstract. Given that fact, it would have 
been obvious to one skill in the art to incorporate such a teaching in Chow et al and the 
reasons to combine would have been the same as provided in reference to claim 4. 
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As per claim 5, note that at col. 3, lines 12-23, Davis et al teaches it is desirable 
to replace previous coding/decoding schemes with newer versions. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement such a teaching in Chow et al in 
order to maximize communication message capability see Davis col. 3, lines 21-23. 

Claim 12 is analyzed the same way as claim 4 and in addition, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have the receiver unit user installing 
the decoding algorithm in the programmable processor so as to avoid the need to 
dispatch a technicians that would have resulted in additional cost to the user since a fee 
would have normally been charged for the service. 

As per claim 16, Chow teaches the receiver unit includes antenna 267 for 
receiving a signal stream from a transmitter unit see fig. 2; a receiver unit for converting 
the signal stream into a digital format signal stream using element 254; a DSP 236 
(receiver programmable processor) for decoding the digital format signal using a 
decoding algorithm 238 installed in the DSP (receiver programmable processor), 
wherein the decoding algorithm is provided inherently by the manufacturer of the 
receiver and transmitter. However, Chow does not explicitly teach the further limitation 
of "when the digital stream requires a different decoding algorithm for decoding, the 
programmable processor installs a new decoding algorithm therein. Davis teaches the 
further limitation of "when the digital stream requires a different decoding algorithm for 
decoding, the programmable processor installs a new decoding algorithm therein see 
abstract. Given that fact, it would have been obvious to one skill in the art to incorporate 
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such a teaching in Chow et a! so as to take advantage of the ever increasing 
technological advances with respect to coding see col. 3, lines 12-14. 

As per claim 17, Davis teaches the processor identifies the new decoding 
algorithm and install it. See abstract. It would have been obvious to one skill in the art to 
incorporate such a teaching in Chow et al and the reasons to combine would have been 
the same as provided in reference to claim16. 

As per claim 19, Davis teaches the processing of the received signal to 
derive the decoding scheme see abstract. The algorithm has to be received first at a set 
time period prior to retrieving the new coding scheme. The reason to do so would have 
been to ensure that the correct coding scheme is retrieved prior to decoding the signal. 

As per claim 20, the predetermined time inherently has to be a period of 

time. 

Claims 13 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al in view of Tsui US Patent No. 6,005,508. 

As per claim 13, as applied to claim 1 above, Chow et al discloses every 
feature of the claimed invention but does not explicitly teach that the encoding and 
decoding algorithms refer to algorithms for encoding and decoding transmission format. 
Tsui discloses decoding algorithm for decoding transmission format see col. 5, lines 46- 
48 and col. 4, lines 63-65. Given that fact, it would have been obvious to one skill in the 
art to incorporate such a teaching in Chow et al so as to allow the receiver with the 
capability to translate the received signal into the original format corresponding to the 
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transmitted signal and to allow the transmitter with the enhanced capability to convert 
the signal in a format suitable for transmission. 

As per claim 21 , it would have been obvious to one skill in the art to incorporate 
such a teaching in Chow et al so as to allow the receiver with the capability to translate 
the received signal into the original format corresponding to the transmitted signal. 

Claims 15, 22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chow et al in view of Davis et a and further in view of Tsui US Patent No. 
6,005,508. 

As per claims 1 5, Chow et al and Davis disclose every feature of the 
claimed invention but does not explicitly teach that the encoding and decoding 
algorithms refer to algorithms for encoding and decoding transmission format. Tsui 
discloses decoding algorithm for decoding transmission format see col. 5, lines 46-48 
and col. 4, lines 63-65. Given that fact, it would have been obvious to one skill in the art 
to incorporate such a teaching in Chow et al so as to allow the receiver with the 
capability to translate the received signal into the original format corresponding to the 
transmitted signal and to allow the transmitter with the enhanced capability to convert 
the signal in a format suitable for transmission. 

As per claims 22 and 24, it would have been obvious to one skill in the art to 
incorporate such a teaching in Chow et al so as to allow the receiver with the capability 
to translate the received signal into the original format corresponding to the transmitted 
signal. 
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Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chow et 

al. 

As applied to claim 1 above, Chow et al discloses every feature of the claimed 
invention but does not explicitly teach the decoding algorithm is installed by the user. 
However, such limitation does not include any inventive step. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have the receiver unit user installing the 
decoding algorithm in the programmable processor so as to avoid the need to dispatch 
a technician that would have resulted in additional cost to the user since a fee would 
have normally been charged for the service. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 6-9, 1 1 , 14, 18 and 23 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to 
include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim 25-26 would be allowable if amended to overcome the objection set forth 

above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Jean B. Corrielus whose telephone number is (571) 



Application/Control Number: 09/802,734 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2637 

272-3020. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 7:00 A.M. 
to 5:30 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Jay Patel, can be reached on (571) 272-3086. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2600. 




Primary Examiner 
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